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1. Introduction B. Severity Very slight improvement in correctly forecast non-
events with RAP vs. RUC for both CIP and FIP.

* CIP & FIP algorithm output 1s a valuable source of
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2. Verification Approach = e ¥ e Both CIP and FIP capture events more efficiently with the RAP than
with the RUC
1) Spatial coverage and production
Determiping the ?xtent to which significant levels of | C. Super-cooled Liquid Drops (SLD) CIP Pml\]?lzgli{ﬁty RUC RAP
probability, severity, and SLD are present at the same location
and frequency of occurrence. % ia. . oy ﬂ . Uitid LiShets 2L
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2) Production over a range of values - ‘L- __ i differences; uncorrelated 0.50 9656 35 4G
Measuring the overall similarity of algorithm attributes by I (o] .EEW"'}% with probability and
comparing distributions of thresholded and binned fields. 0| _“ ﬂg“yw severity fields. TP Probability RUC RAP
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3) Grid averages, agreement, correlation, error S0 e E o
Assessing the level of agreement, correlation, and error ' 0.95 16.61 19 53
(differences) through grid-to-grid comparisons. 050 01 70 06 5
. FIP Large reduction in SLD | | |
4) Skill assessment vs PIREPs from the RAP in the
Comparing algorithm severity (masked by probability field) to I humid southeast US, as
truth data (PIREPSs), to assess whether differences in algorithm o compared to RUC. 4. Summa ry
output are accompanied by differences in overall skill.
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3. Results I . CIP fields produce lower probabilities and severity values
wr A e M with the RAP
A. Probabilities » FIP fields show little change between models
The following three sets of figures consist of (RAP — RUC)  SLD
difference maps. D. Probability of detection (POD) e CIP field similar overall, but with a 5% reduction in SLD
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e ~ RUC > RAP FIP captures slightly more events with RAP F.IP Value§ much lower with RAP, especially in the SE and at
. o higher altitudes
CIP captures slightly fewer events.
CIP probabilities greatly « MOG Icing Performance
reduced with RUC to « CIP detection decreased; slight increase in non-event
RAP change Probability of detection (Y) of MOG icing conditions detection
1 " £1p CIP  FIP detection increased; little change to non-event detection
‘ . = i 06 * Both CIP and FIP increase the volume efficiency, 1.e., they
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